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'In the first year of this project we developed simple mathematical models for many of the technolo-
gies constituting the water reclamation system in a space station. These models were employed for
subsystem optimization and for the evaluation of the performance of individual water reclamation
technologies, by quantifying their operational "cost" as a linear function of weight, volume, and
power consumption. Then we performed preliminary investigations on the performance improve-
ments attainable by simple hybrid systems involving parallel combinations of technologies.
In the second year of the project, we are developing a software tool for synthesizing a hybrid
water recovery system (WRS) for long term space missions. As conceptual framework, we are
employing the state space approach [1]. Given a number of available technologies and the mission
specifications, the state space approach would help design flowsheets featuring optimal process
configurations, including those that feature stream connections in parallel, series, or recycles.
We visualize this software tool to function as follows: given the mission duration, the crew size,
water quality specifications, and the cost coefficients, the software will synthesize a water recovery
system for the space station. It should require minimal user intervention. It-s=overalt=str-uctur.ejs~
shown-in-Figure-l. The following tasks need to be solved for achieving this goal:
•'^Formulate a problem statement that will be used to evaluate the advantages of a hybrid WRS
over a single technology WRS.'
••^Model several WRS technologies that can be employed in the space station.
/•^Propose a recycling network design methodology. Since the WRS synthesis task is a recycling
network design problem, it is essential to employ a systematic method in synthesizing this
network.
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Figure 1: Structure of the proposed water reclamation system design software.
V
Develop a software implementation for this design methodology. Design a hybrid system
using this software and compare the resulting WRS with a base-case WRS. I |
t /"•
Create a user-friendly interface for this software tool.
* '-^  ^^ -sf^ rOurjsffor-ts-towards-addressingjthese tasks are-0u-t-Mned*freiowK^fc,-,
2 Problem Definition
The associated recycling network design task is:
Given a set of feed streams that need to be recycled, with known flowrates, and
inlet compositions and enthalpies; a set of product streams with known specifications
on outlet compositions and enthalpies; a set of water reclamation technologies to be
considered; and a set of auxiliary feed streams (e.g., air); determine the minimum
"cost" system that delivers the product specifications.
The "cost" is a known linear function of weight, volume, and power consumption.
This problem statement is shown in Figure 2. The solution obtained to the above optimization
task is the required WRS configuration that is indicated as a box in the figure.
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Figure 2: Input-Output diagram for a water recovery system. The physical properties of each
stream are shown in Tables 1 and 2.
2.1 Technical Specifications
To proceed towards solution of this recycling network design task, we must first determine the inlet
conditions of our feed streams and the outlet specifications on our product streams.
As feed streams, we consider four water streams: urine and flush, shower water, cloth wash
water, dish wash water; their inlet compositions are given in Table 1. In reality, the space station
wastewaters contain over 150 components. Most of these components are present in trace amounts.
However, in Table 1, we neglect most of these trace components, and focus primarily on the com-
ponents considered in our previous report [5]. The exact inlet compositions for each component are
based on the data in [4], but some chemical species have been consolidated into one representative
chemical of the same category. Though there are other waste water streams in the space mission,
only the above four have significant flowrates to be reusable.
The water recovery system must deliver two purified water streams with different specifications:
potable water and hygiene water. Specifications on these streams are shown in Table 2. These
specifications have been derived from [3]. There are two waste effluents from the purification
process: effluent water and concentrated urine. Part of the effluent water stream could be recycled
back into the process.
In the entire process, we have restricted the water streams to contain only 11 components. This
simplified representation yields optimization problems that are easier to solve. The components
considered in the streams are: urea, creatinine, r^O, NaCl, phenol, soap, and NHs. Besides these
species, 62, N2, N20, CC>2 are also considered, since they are present in the two reactors of the
VPCAR subsystem.
The heat loss or gain to the environment from the system is modeled by considering the envi-
ronment air as the heating or cooling medium [4].
The above feed and product streams constitute the typical input-output specifications for a
water recovery system. The proposed software tool will use these specifications. However, the user
can alter them to match the needs of a particular mission.
Temp(K)
Pres(Pa)
Flow Rate(kg/day)
Urea
Creatinine
H20
NaCl
Phenol
Soap
NH3
C02
02
N2
N20
Urine &
Flush
297.26
94400.00
1.8962E-3
1.0024E-2
5.0651E-3
9.7717E-1
7.2132E-3
5.2698E-4
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Shower
Water
360.00
2.0137E5
6.1818E-4
9.2045E-4
1.7008E-3
9.9099E-1
6.7813E-4
0.0
5.7031E-3
6.4706E-6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Cloth Wash
Water
360.00
2.0137E5
1.3763E-3
6.9047E-4
1.3009E-3
9.9611E-1
4.7736E-4
0.0
1.4010E-3
1.9981E-5
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Dish Wash
Water
360.00
1.0137E5
6.2847E-4
0.0
0.0
9.9490E-1
0.0
0.0
5.1000E-3
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Table 1: Feed stream properties. The composition of each species is given as its mass fraction.
Mass Frac. Hygiene Water | Potable Water
Temp(K)
Pres(Pa)
Urine and Creatinine
NaCl
Phenol
Soap
NH3
C02
02
N2
N20
297.26
2.0137E5
1.100E-5
3.751E-4
l.OOOE-9
5.0E-7
5.0E-7
1.5E-5
l.OE-5
l.OE-5
l.OE-6
297.26
1.0137E5
6.000E-7
3.751E-4
l.OOOE-9
5.0E-7
5.0E-7
1.5E-5
1.5E-5
1.5E-5
1.5E-6
Table 2: Water quality requirements adapted from Carrasquillo (1992), stated as maximum allow-
able impurity mass fractions.
3 WRS Technologies: Model Development
Several technologies have been developed to recycle the wastewater streams into potable and hy-
giene streams detailed above. These include: thermoelectric integrated membrane evaporation
subsystem (TIMES), vapor compression distillation (VCD) subsystem, vapor phase catalytic am-
monia removal (VPCAR) subsystem, and the closed cycle air evaporator(AE) subsystem. The
proposed WRS synthesis tool will employ these four technologies as constituents of the recycling
network. Additional technologies can also be incorporated if desired.
For TIMES and AE, modeling equations detailed in our previous report [5, TM8-15 and AE13-
15] are employed. For VCD and VPCAR, we have developed a simplified ASPEN model (explained
below) which is based on [4]. These models quantify the operational "cost" of each technology as
a linear function of weight, volume, and power consumption.
4 Recycling Network Design Through The State Space Approach
Solution to the recycling task stated above will yield the optimal configuration of technologies to
be employed in the space station WRS. This configuration is selected as optimal among several
configurations captured by the state-space description of the WRS.
As an example of the state space representation for the recycle design task, consider one possible
configuration for a WRS shown in Figure 3. It employs two technologies: vapor compression
distillation (VCD) and vapor phase catalytic ammonia reduction (VPCAR). It employs four vapor-
liquid separators, two reactors and several pumps and heat exchangers. There are four feed streams
and four product streams, as stated above.
The state space representation for this WRS is shown in Figure 4, and consists of a distribution
network (DN), a heat exchange operator (HEO), and a process operator (PO). This state space
approach can be employed to represent any flow configuration in this water recovery system. Any
feed stream that enters the DN can leave the DN either as a product stream or as a stream entering
the heat exchange operator. Streams leaving the two operators return to the DN. These, in turn,
either exit the DN as a product stream or mix with the streams entering the heat exchange operator.
Thus, the DN consists of inlet or splitting junctions, exit or mixing junctions, and all possible
streams connecting these junctions. For example, a stream (LEXP) from the HEO returns to the
DN, where it splits into a product stream (BTM) and a recycle stream (VXR2) to the HEO. In
a general DN, this stream can split into as many streams as there are mixing (exit) junctions in
the DN. Within the DN, each mixing or splitting junction must satisfy the overall and component
mass balances, and the energy balance.
Pressure changes, namely, compression and expansion, are also represented within the DN.
For example, the vapor product (50) from the flash separator in the vapor compression distilla-
tion (VCD) subsystem, may be compressed and heat a feed (VXEV) for a reactor (RXR1) in
the VPCAR. However, such pressure changes increase the power consumption of the system, and
contribute to the objective function. Note that mixture streams can be neither compressed nor
expanded.
Figure 3: A water recovery subsystem configuration employing vapor compression distillation
(VCD) and vapor phase catalytic ammonia reduction (VPCAR) technologies.
Figure 4: The state space representation of a water recovery subsystem employing VCD and VP-
CAR.
All streams leaving the DN, except the product streams, enter the heat exchange operator. In
the heat exchange operator, the streams are either heated or cooled to the desired exit temperatures.
The minimum hot and cold utility required to accomplish this task is calculated by employing the
pinch methodology. Given a set of streams that need to be either heated or cooled, a set of hot
and cold utilities, and a driving force for heat transfer, the HEO identifies the minimum utility
consumption. The calculation of this minimum utility is based on the satisfaction of the first and
second laws of thermodynamics. This calculation procedure has been automated in our "pinch"
calculation tool.
Streams leaving the heat exchange operator either return to the DN or enter the process oper-
ator. The streams entering the PO undergo a transformation due to unit operations of the several
available water reclamation technologies (TIMES, AE, VCD, or VPCAR). The unit operations are
modeled in simulator routines that employ either our own models, or those in commercial simulators
such as ASPEN. Finally the streams return to the DN as inlet streams.
Note that any stream entering the DN can split into several stream, each of which can mix
with a stream leaving the DN. Thus, while the DN can represent all possible flow configurations
between these splitting and mixing junctions, it creates an overwhelming decision task for the system
designer. Instead, the state space formulation, leads to an. optimization program to determine the
flow configuration that achieves the product specifications at the least cost, from these options.
5 State Space Optimization Software
To solve this WRS design problem, the resulting optimization problem will be embedded in the
software tool. This requires the automatic generation of constraints that define the DN, the HEO
and the PO; the simulation routines for each technology to be employed once they are specified;
and the objective function, given the cost coefficients.
A nonlinear optimization package is employed for the solution of the resluting optimization
problem. We have written FORTRAN subprograms that define the constraints for the DN, the
HEO, and the cost function. We are also developing ASPEN-Plus simulation models for some of the
technologies. An interface that combines the ASPEN-Plus unit operation models with the nonlinear
optimizer has been developed. This interface, for example, given the inlet and operating conditions
for a flash separation in the VCD by the optimization routine, simulates the flash through ASPEN,
and then returns the calculated flash outlet conditions to the optimization routine.
We have also acquired and installed new versions of ASPEN-Plus (Release 9.1.3) to help develop
the software tool. This installation led to compatibility problems in running the IWRS flowsheet
provided in [4].
As a starting point for the optimization program, we have decided to simulate the IWRS-
1 flowsheet [4] with only two technologies: VCD and VPCAR. Our simulation results for this
flowsheet are detailed in Appendix A, and the problems encountered in this simulation are outlined
below.
6 Problems
• We assumed that the dishwashing wastewater is composed of water and soap only. This
follows a similar assumption in [4]. However, this wastewater should have other organic
components, primarily oils and food debris. We would like to obtain a detailed composition
of this stream compatible with the 11 component representation we currently employ.
• We are missing accurate data for the feed and product compositions. Though the development
of our simulation method does not depend on the exact inlet/outlet composition specifications,
the results obtained from the program do. Hence, we would like at least one set of complete,
representative stream data for a typical water recovery system. These specifications should
contain:
— The detailed inlet compositions with respect to the component list we have considered.
~ The outlet specifications (MCL) for the same list of components, that is based on the
requirements in [3].
- Representative temperature and pressure conditions for the inlet and outlet streams.
• Base case simulation. In order to determine the detailed product specification table, we
simulated ASPEN flowsheets available from NASA Ames Research Center [4]. The results of
this simulation are attached in Appendix A. The resulting product compositions are shown
in Table 3.
However, these simulation results do not meet the specifications in Table 2. We would like to
reconcile our flowsheet and simulation with these specifications.
7 Future Plans
In the work thus far on this project, we have made significant progress towards formulating and
programming the optimization problem for the synthesis of a WRS. In the remaining project period,
we have scheduled the following activities:
• Water quality specifications, given in Table 2, have been adapted from [3]. For instance, urea
and creatinine have been combined to meet the maximum allowable total organic content limit
in the product %vater streams. A literature search for more detailed water quality requirements
will be pursued.
• Develop a MINOS-ASPEN-Plus interface to determine the stream thermodynamics for cal-
culating the temperature, pressure, or enthalpy conditions at any junction in the state space
representation.
• Improve the ASPEN-Plus model for the VCD and VPCAR subsystems.
• Combine the modules of the code to create the WRS synthesis tool.
• Perform a water reclamation system synthesis case study.
8 Conference Presentations
Our paper titled "Multiobjective Optimization of Hybrid Regenerative Life Support Technologies,"
has been accepted for the 25th International Conference Environmental Systems. It will be pre-
sented in July, 1995. A draft of this paper is attached.
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A ASPEN-PLUS Simulation
ASPEN-PLUS is a commercial chemical process simulator. We have available to us the ASPEN-Plus
simulation for one possible water recovery system configuration. This simulation was developed
at the NASA Ames research center as part of a life support subsystem evaluation tool [4]. The
flowsheet for the water recovery system consists of three subsystems: VCD, VPCAR, and super-
critical water oxidation (SCWO). The NASA-Ames code simulates the separation tasks in each
of these technologies with a combination of flash columns, heat exchangers, mixers and splitters.
This approach allows one to simulate the novel technologies of IWRS on a commercial process
simulator. The NASA-Ames model involves over 30 components or chemical species, including
trace electrolytes and solids, in the flowsheet. Several of these components for which detailed ther-
modynamic properties are unavailable, were modeled with the same thermodynamics as those of
water.
Even though human urine is composed of over 150 constituents, this model simulated 26 compo-
nents for urine. These reduced components were first proposed in [6]. The compositions of shower
wastewater, cloth washing wastewater and dishwashing wastewater are based on [9]. The flow rates
of these streams are adapted from [2].
The WRS flowsheet has been simulated on a new release of ASPEN-Plus. Unfortunately, the
NASA-Ames code, written for an earlier release of ASPEN, is not compatible with this release.
Therefore, we have recreated an ASPEN model for VCD and VPCAR technologies, to simulate
WRS configurations derived from the state space program. This simulator serves two other pur-
poses: it provides feasible starting points for the optimization program, and parts of the simulator
can be employed in the state space optimization.
The simulation of the VCD/VPCAR flowsheet involved several modifications in the original
simulator. First, we extracted VCD and VPCAR information from the NASA-Ames flowsheet.
Then, the following changes were made:
• The electrolyte and solid components were neglected to simplify the problem.
• We reduced the 30+ components in this flowsheet to 11, to make our optimization problem
more tractable.
• Three flash columns in the VCD were deleted because they were adjusting electrolyte equi-
librium temperature differences, that were no longer required.
• FORTRAN program units that controlled flow rates in the splitters were deleted.
• A reactor employed for urea hydrolysis reaction was removed because it produced low con-
versions, and led to convergence errors during program execution.
• The area of a heat exchanger in the VCD was increased to make it feasible.
• Feed 0% required for an oxidation reaction was deleted. Instead, it was assumed that enough
02 for this reaction is always available.
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Temp(K)
Pres(Pa)
Flow Rate(kg/day)
Urea
Creatinine
H2O
NaCl
Phenol
Soap
NH3
C02
02
N2
N20
Potable
Water
373.1950
1.0134E5
7.6926E-4
2.9433E-10
5.5045E-10
9.9999E-1
0.0
1.1055E-6
8.0179E-8
5.4971E-9
1.0074E-6
0.0
3.6817E-9
4.8429E-8
Hygiene
Water
373.1950
1.0134E5
2.3078E-3
2.9433E-10
5.5045E-10
9.9999E-1
0.0
1.1055E-6
8.0179E-8
5.4971E-9
1.0074E-6
0.0
3.6817E-9
4.8429E-8
Waste
Water
300.0000
1.0134E5
1.8324-03
0.0
0.0
9.9970E-1
0.0
6.4957E-8
0.0
3.3459E-7
2.6246E-4
3.9272E-6
1.3798E-5
0.0
Cone.
Urine
345.5683
94400.00
1.0010E-5
4.1504E-2
7.7545E-2
6.2037E-1
2.3742-02
6.0838E-4
0.2362
5.3826E-8
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
Table 3: Product stream properties from the ASPEN-Plus simulation of a VCD-VPCAR configu-
ration. The composition of each species is stated as its mass fraction.
• One of two consecutive separators in VPCAR was removed to improve flowsheet convergence.
This modified flowsheet is illustrated in Figure 3 and the simulation results are shown in Table 3.
It should be noted that the output compositions of these streams does not satisfy all the water
quality requirements. We are currently investigating flowsheet modifications that will allow all
water quality requirements to be met.
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Multiobjective Optimization of Hybrid
Regenerative Life Support Technologies
V. Manousiouthakis, D. Sourlas, M. Wilcoxson, J. Choi, S. Han, and H. Kim
Department of Chemical Engineering
University of California, Los Angeles
Los Angeles, CA 90095
ABSTRACT
This paper presents a methodology to design op-
timal water reclamation systems for long-duration
space missions. These systems employ, separately,
numerous technologies and are required to satisfy
multiple goals. However, each of the available tech-
nologies may not meet these goals by itself. In-
stead, it is proposed to evaluate the optimal design
of such systems employing, simultaneously, several
technologies. First, mathematical models for each
technology considered are developed. These mod-
els are employed to optimize two of these technolo-
gies, demonstrating that significant "cost" reduc-
tions are possible. Finally, hybrid systems with
multiple technologies are designed and optimized
to meet multiple objectives. The obtained results
show that these systems outperform single technol-
ogy based water reclamation systems.
INTRODUCTION
To reduce payload requirements that would
make long-term space missions feasible, a closed-
loop life support system for the mission crew is es-
sential. This environmental control and life sup-
port system (ECLSS) is comprised of water recla-
mation, air revitalization, and waste management.
Since water needs constitute 94% of the payload of
the expendables [1], research has been focussed on
water reclamation.
For a long-duration mission, water is required
for drinking and food preparation for the crew. It is
needed for hygiene purposes: shower, laundry, flush
and dishwashing. Laboratory experiments that the
crew carry out during a mission also may require
water for cleaning and reagent use. Water is ex-
creted in the sweat, urine, and breath of the crew.
Water vapor is also produced from the hygiene sys-
tems. The purity requirements for potable, hygiene
and laboratory water are different. Similarly, the
composition of water from these sources varies. The
aim of the water management unit is to convert the
excreted or effluent water streams into streams that
meet the quality specifications for drinking, hygiene,
or laboratory. The water can then be recycled.
The different water requirements pose the prob-
lem of designing a water reclamation system that
accomplishes the recycling of the different waste wa-
ter streams. This problem can be stated as follows:
Given a space flight mission, the spec-
ifications on the potable, hygiene and
miscellaneous water streams, and the
compositions of the waste streams from
these functions, synthesize a network of
separation processes, material-handling
units and energy-recovery devices that
removes, in a micro-gravity environ-
ment, the undesirables and converts
each of the waste streams to recyclable
product streams with maximum relia-
bility and safety, and minimal volume,
mass, new expendables and power re-
quirements.
One technology alone cannot efficiently handle these
requirements. For instance, if flash distillation is the
chief unit operation, adsorption and ion-exchange
may be a part of the system for pre/post-treatment.
Given these multi-objectives and multi-technology
options for the ECLSS, a method is required that
would evaluate and choose the optimum technology
combination and design a system that meets the
various objectives at hand.
Ongoing research in this area has led to the
development of several devices and regeneration
schemes that utilize them. Next, we briefly review
these technologies.
WATER RECLAMATION TECHNOLOGIES
We consider six subsystems: thermoelec-
tric integrated membrane evaporation subsystem
(TIMES), multifiltration (MF), vapor compression
distillation (VCD), vapor phase catalytic ammonia
removal (VPCAR), reverse osmosis (RO), and air
evaporation (AE). Below, these subsystems are dis-
cussed briefly.
TIMES - In this process [3, 8, 20, 21], contam-
inated water is heated and evaporated in a hollow
fiber membrane (HFM) evaporator which functions
as a pervaporation unit. In this unit, water diffuses
through the membrane and evaporates as soon as
it reaches the outside surface of the tubes which is
kept at low pressure by means of a vacuum pump.
The vapor from the pervaporation unit is condensed
on a porous plate connected to the cold junctions
of the thermoelectric elements and its latent heat
is recovered through a thermoelectric heat pump.
This heat, combined with the Joule heat generated
because of the inefficiency of the thermoelectric ele-
ments, is used in the heater that precedes the HFM
evaporator.
MF - In this subsystem [15, 16], contaminated
water is purified by directing it through a series of
columns, each consisting of several different adsor-
bents. Each bed material adsorbs different com-
ponents of the feed stream. This is a reliable and
simple technology which requires no micro-gravity
phase separation since the solid is stationary. It
could serve as an extremely competitive technique
in tandem with other technologies that require some
pre- or post-treatment of the waste feed.
VCD - Vapor compression distillation is a phase-
change separation procedure designed to recover
water from its solutions (such as urine). The prod-
uct from this process is hygiene water that can be
subsequently processed by a multifiltration or a re-
verse osmosis unit. An evaporator and a mechani-
cal compressor constitute the main components of a
VCD system. The vapor produced in the evaporator
is compressed so that its latent heat vaporizes the
waste water stream entering the evaporator. In this
system effective heat integration has been employed
to reduce the overall power requirements. However,
when VCD is considered as part of a water reclama-
tion system that involves several technologies, it is
not obvious whether this type of integration remains
optimal.
VPCAR - The wastewater stream is va-
porized in a hollow fiber evaporator and then
treated to remove ammonia and light hydrocar-
bons. The treatment is a two step catalytic oxida-
tion/decomposition of these compounds. The chief
advantages of this process is that it does not re-
quire post and pre-treatment of water, delivers high
quality water, and involves a small number of mov-
ing parts. However it requires large specific energy
because of the high temperature reactions.
RO - Reverse osmosis (hyperfiltration) has been
studied for wash water purification. In this process,
an applied pressure counters the osmotic pressure
to force flow across the membrane from the high
solute concentration side to the low solute concen-
tration side. The concentration difference across the
membrane arises from the preferential permeability
of water compared to contaminants (solutes) such
as salt, soap, and urea. The hollow fiber RO mod-
ule minimizes weight and maximizes resistance to
fouling [17].
AE - Warm dry air is blown through a wick to
evaporate the contaminated water. The warm moist
air leaving the evaporator is then cooled to recover
the water. The cooling takes place in two steps.
The first heat exchanger (recuperator) is included
to reduce the duty for both the heater and the con-
denser. The cold saturated air from the condenser is
sent through the recuperator and then the heater to
regenerate warm dry air. It would be more efficient
to have multiple wick stages, rather than one stage
as in the tested configuration. A multistage design
would also require new heat integration schemes.
The optimization and technology assessment of
a water reclamation system requires simple and re-
liable mathematical models for each subsystem. We
have developed such models for the above subsys-
tems. These models are derived from first princi-
ples and are sufficiently detailed to allow prediction
of several quantities of interest (e.g. power, weight
and volume) while still remaining tractable for use
in large scale optimization studies. These models
and equations are described in [9].
Next, these models are employed to optimize
two subsystems.
SUBSYSTEM OPTIMIZATION
Subsystem performance can be optimized by
appropriate choice of operating condition values.
Next, we illustrate this approach using two par-
ticular subsystems (wick evaporator and vapor
compression distillation) and we demonstrate how
optimization can lead to performance improve-
ments. In order to evaluate a system's performance,
one should consider various characteristics such as
weight, power consumption, volume, etc. In our
work, we employ a single performance measure that
simultaneously takes into account these contribu-
tions and quantifies the system's performance in
terms of the total equivalent of the system as:
Table 1: Wick Comparision
Uj = CpPTT (1)
All symbols are explained in the notation section
at the end of the paper and cost coefficients Cw,
Cp, and Cv are taken from [19]. Then, (1) becomes
the objective function in a minimization problem
that is solved using standard optimization software,
for example MINOS. Since (1) emcompasses various
contributions to the cost of the system, the pro-
posed optimization approach is inherently multiob-
jective. Overall process model was used to relate
operating conditions to weight, power and volume
requirements. These equations were constraints in
the optimization problem.
AE SUBSYSTEM OPTIMIZATION - Air evap-
oration water recovery has proven successful for
urine processing [11, 13, 14]. The design of such
a system requires that operating condition such as
air flow rate, condenser temperature and wick inlet
temperature be specified. In our work these values
are such that the equivalent cost of the AE system
is minimized.
The system was assumed to process 10 kg/day
of urine flush (3-man crew) and the mission time
was specified as 1 year. The results are tabulated
in Table 1. For Case 1 condensation is permitted
in the recuperative heat exchanger, while for Case
2 no phase change is allowed. The optimal designs
for Case 1 and Case 2 differ in their temperatures
and flow rates (the condenser temperature changes
from 10°C to 28.3°C), but the objective function is
nearly unchanged. Either optimal design resulted in
a decrease in the objective function of nearly 30%
as compared to the original design proposed in [11].
This reduction was due to the reduced heating and
cooling requirements (Qn and Qc) in the heater, re-
Variable*
F(mole/s)
xwo
•X-wi
V
•"•wot
fJJ / /"t\
•^ tut I ^ ^ /
FT! / f^\
Tl"(C)
TWOf(C)
Td(C)
L(cm)
Tfi(C)
Xho
Qc(W)
Q^(W)
/,*,-($ x 106)
Morasko et. al.
0.49
0.025
0.012
0.052
54.4
10.0
33.9
21.1
22.8
40.0
21.1
0.025
463
435
1.78
Case 1
0.41
0.028
0.012
0.086
65.0
10.0
43.7
23.0
20.5
23.3
38.0
0.024
321
288
1.29
Case 2
0.51
0.051
0.038
0.110
65.0
28.3
47.4
33.3
33.3
21.8
42.4
0.051
335
294
1.33
* all symbols explained in the notation section.
cuperator and condenser, and the reduction in the
volume and mass of the air evaporator due to a de-
crease in its length (L).
VCD SUBSYSTEM OPTIMIZATION - The
performance of the VCD unit for different values
of the pressure ratio across its compressor (Pz/Pi)
is quantified. Again, the system's performance is
measured through the, so called, equivalent cost of
the system (1). In this way, the different contri-
butions to the cost of a mission are appropriately
weighted and their sum yields the equivalent cost.
Three contributions to the cost of the mission
will be considered in this study of VCD: weight (of
rotating drums and their cylindrical covers), volume
(due to the cylindrical covers) and work (compres-
sion work). The corresponding cost coefficients are
the same as the ones used in (1). Changes in the
pressure ratio do not significantly affect devices in
the VCD flowsheet, other than the rotating drum
assembly. The contribution of such devices to the
overall cost can be assumed to be constant, and will
not be considered in the subsequent calculations. In
this way, optimal pressure ratio values can be identi-
fied, and the sensitivity of the cost value to changes
in the pressure ratio can be established..
The following additional system parameters are
fixed in this calculation [12]:
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Figure 1: Optimal Pressure Ratio and Approach Tem-
perature for VCD drum
Material: Aluminum (density 2.64 g/cm3)
Metal Thickness: 1 mm
Small side of Inner Drum: radius 20 cm
Taper Angle: 5°
Clearances: 0.2 times the radius of the nearest
drum side.
The results of this study are summarized in Fig-
ures 1 and 2. Low pressure ratios lead to small
energy consumption at the compressor. They also
lead to small differences in evaporation tempera-
tures, i.e. small approach temperature values at
the VCD drum. In this case, to achieve the desired
heat exchange, large drum areas are required. As
a result, volume and weight are expected to be the
dominant contributions in the equivalent cost. This
is supported by Figure 1 which establishes that op-
erating a VCD unit with a pressure ratio value close
to 1 is not an optimal policy.
The curves in Figure 1 reach a minimum which
is located outside the pressure ratio range shown in
this figure. The location of this minimum depends
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Figure 2: Equivalent cost for PI = 35 torr and various
missions.
on the mission specifications. Figure 2 shows the
equivalent cost as a function of the pressure ratio
for various mission duration. As the length of the
mission increases, the minimum of the equivalent
cost curve appears at smaller pressure ratio values.
Furthermore, the equivalent cost curves that corre-
spond to longer missions possess more pronounced
minima. Thus, as the mission duration increases,
the range of pressure ratios that can deliver per-
formance close to the optimum becomes narrower.
From Figure 2 it can be concluded that a pressure
ratio value of approximately 2.5 delivers acceptable
system performance for all missions in the range
considered.
The above results show that employing an opti-
mization based approach to the design of an inde-
pendent subsystem, based on mathematical models
and an equivalent cost objective function, can yield
significant cost reductions and physical insights. In
the sequel, the design of an integrated water recla-
mation system is pursued.
SYSTEM INTEGRATION
Typical systems that recover hygiene water from
urine flush involve a separation process (evapora-
tion, pervaporation or air evaporation) followed by
a multifiltration step for product purification. Typ-
ically the subsystems involved in this process are
designed and optimized independently from each
other. However, even if the individual subsystems
are optimized, there are no guarantees that the re-
sulting overall system will also be optimal. The
overall system is first represented in terms of all
possible interconnections among the allowable tech-
nologies/subsystem, and then it is optimized. In
this way, all processing technologies and their inter-
action are simultaneously considered.
Two avenues for the synthesis of optimal water
recovery systems were pursued: heat integration,
and multiobjective hybrid system optimization.
HEAT INTEGRATION - Given a set of hot and
cold streams of a process, heat integration tech-
niques, in particular pinch analysis, identify the in-
herent thermodynamic limitations for heat transfer
of this process. In addition, the minimum hot and
cold utility necessary to achieve the thermodynamic
specifications for the process streams is also identi-
fied. The resulting process flowsheets feature ex-
change of heat between the hot and cold streams
so that the external energy input to the process is
minimized. Applying this approach to water recov-
ery processes will help identify energy efficient pro-
cesses.
Consider a typical water reclamation system for
urine flush employing a two step separation. The
first step consists of VCD, or TIMES, or a combi-
nation thereof (i.e. hybrid system). In the second
step, the distillate from the first step is processed
through a multifiltration unit. The operating con-
ditions assumed for this analysis are the following:
Urine Flush: 1 kg/hr
Evaporation Temperature (VCD): 31.5°C
Evaporation Temperature (TIMES): 59°C
Minimum Approach Temperature (ATmjn) : 5°C
Supply & Target Temperature for all streams: 20°C
The inlet stream to the MF unit is first sterilized
through heating to 82°C and then cooled to a fi-
nal temperature of 20°C before passing through the
unibed. The target temperature for all streams
leaving this process is 20°C, equal to the tempera-
ture of the inlet stream. The system configurations
that were examined are the following:
SI: VCD unit (no compressor) followed by MF
unit (with heat integration).
S2: TIMES unit (no heat pump) followed by MF
unit (with heat integration).
S3: 50% of the feed through VCD (as in SI) and
50% of the feed through TIMES (as in S2)
followed by MF unit (with heat integration).
S4: VCD unit followed by MF unit (with compres-
sor, latent heat recovery, no heat integration,
independent design).
S5: TIMES unit followed by MF unit (with ther-
moelectric heat pump, latent heat recovery,
no heat integration, independent design).
S6: VCD unit followed by MF unit (with heat in-
tegration).
S7: TIMES unit followed by MF unit (with heat
integration).
S8: 50% of the feed through VCD (as in S6) and
50% of the feed through TIMES (as in S7)
followed by a MF unit (with heat integration).
Pinch calculations were involved in the study of sys-
tems Si to S3 and S6 to S8 since these are the only
systems that are heat integrated. These calculations
were performed by means of an in-house developed
software program.
Cases SI, S2, and S3 correspond to various lev-
els of system integration, whereby heat integration
and the potential of hybrid systems are explored.
In these cases, the vapor compressor system in
VCD and the thermoelectric heat pump systems in
TIMES have been omitted, thus the required power
is zero for all systems in this category. Pinch calcu-
lations were employed and the resulting minimum
utility requirements are shown in Table 2.
Table 2: Minimum Utility Requirements
Case
SI
S2
S3
Minimum
Heating
Utility(W)
645
830
438
Minimum
Cooling
Utility(W)
644
615
330
Power
Requirement
(W)
0
0
0
Table 3: System Design with no Heat Integration
Case
S4
S5
Heating
Requirement
(W)
56
21
Cooling
Requirement
(W)
69
71
Power
Requirement
(W)
16
195
100
80
Temp 60
°C
40
20
I I
Hot Util.
Hot CUTT« Cold Curre
Cold Util.
I
0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0
Heat Load
Figure 3: Composite Curve Diagram corresponding to
SI
We observe significant minimum heating and
cooling utility requirements. Let us consider Fig-
ure 3 which depicts the composite curve diagram
for system SI. Both the hot and the cold curve,
in this diagram, have a plateau that corresponds
to the condensation of the distillate and the evap-
oration of water respectively. The size of these
plateaus suggests that phase changes are the dom-
inant processes from an energy consumption point
of view. In the absense of equipment that upgrade
heat (compressors, heat pumps etc.), recovery of the
latent heat content of the condensing vapor stream
through heat exchange with the vaporizing stream is
thermodynamically infeasible. To ensure thermody-
namic feasibility for the overall process and achieve
the process targets, the consumption of hot and cold
utilities is required. From Table 2 it is established
that the hybrid system S3 requires less hot and cold
utilities than SI or S2.
Cases S4 and S5 help quantify the impact that
equipment that upgrade heat have on the design of
water reclamation systems that involve VCD and
TIMES. Simple heat and mass balances lead to Ta-
ble 4.
Configurations S4 and S5 feature latent heat re-
covery. The use of the compressor (in VCD) and
the thermoelectric heat pump (in TIMES) upgrades
the heat contained in the condensing streams thus
heat exchange with the vaporizing streams within
each process becomes feasible. Although the figures
shown in Table 4 do not correspond to minimum
utility requirements, a significant reduction in util-
ity consumption, as compared to cases Si and S2,
is observed. The penalty is that electrical power is
consumed by the new system. By comparing S4 and
S5 based on the information in Table 4, it is seen
that TIMES requires less hot utility than VCD. This
is mainly attributed to the higher temperature of
its product stream compared to the corresponding
stream from VCD (59°C vs 31°C). Similarly the
cooling requirement is higher for TIMES because
the brine is at a higher temperature (60°C vs 31°C
for VCD).
To evaluate the potential of the proposed ap-
proach for system integration, cases S6, S7 and S8
were developed. Cases S6 and S7 are similar to S4
and S5 with the addition of heat integration. Case
S8 corresponds to a 50% TIMES- 50% VCD hybrid
system.
Table 4: System Design with Integration
Case
S6
S7
S8
Minimum
Heating
Utility (W)
3.3
3.3
3.3
Minimum
Cooling
Utility (W)
22
53
37
Power
Requirement
(W)
16
195
106
Figures 4, 5, and 6 present the composite curves
for the systems S6, S7 and S8 respectively. The
different scales in Figures 4, 5, and 6 represent the
fact that although the heating and cooling require-
ments for S6, S7 and S8 are comparable, the to-
tal amount of heat transferred from the hot to cold
streams varies significantly among the three config-
urations. Comparing Figures 3 and 4 one can easily
visualize the effect of the heat upgrading capability
of the compressor in VCD whereby the Hot Curve
has been sufficiently raised so that latent heat recov-
ery is feasible (increase in the pressure of the vapor
leads to increase of the condensation temperature).
The analysis performed in cases S6 and S7 leads
to subsystems similar to existing ones. This implies
that the existing subsystem designs utilize heat and
energy efficiently. The instance of a hybrid system
considered in S8 suggests that from an energy ef-
ficiency point of view, hybrid systems are not su-
perior. This conclusion is subject to the restric-
tions imposed in the definition of S8; namely that
fixed operating conditions for VCD and TIMES,
and given subsystem designs be employed. Different
operating conditions (i.e. different evaporation and
condensation temperatures etc.) can alter the shape
of the composite curves (Figure 5) and lead to flow-
sheets with different characteristics. A parametric
analysis over a large temperature range requires in-
formation regarding the quality of the product of
either process as a function of its operating tem-
perature. Furthermore the utilization of alternative
heat recovery techniques (heat pumping, produc-
tion of electrical energy) within each subsystem also
need to be examined.
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S7
MULTIOBJECTIVE HYBRID SYSTEM OP-
TIMIZATION - Heat integration aims at minimiz-
ing the energy consumption of any given process.
Often however, one is interested in a performance
measure that can incorporate all contributions to
the cost of a water recovery system including weight,
power, volume and cost of supply. Thus, the equiv-
alent cost (1) is employed as a multiobjective per-
formance criterion. This performance index allows
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Figure 6: Composite Curve Diagram corresponding to
S8
comparison of different flowsheets, including hybrid
ones.
The structure under investigation consists of a
two step purification procedure. The first step is
comprised of VCD and/or TIMES and/or Air Evap-
oration (AE). The final purification step consists of
a Multifiltration Unit (MF). For VCD, TIMES and
MF weight, volume and power requirements were
calculated based on the information given in [10]
and [18]. For AE, power consumption was calcu-
lated based on the mathematical model and the
subsequent subsystem optimization that was dis-
cussed earlier. The weight (Wc) of the wick evap-
orator and the heat exchangers were calculated by
the same optimization procedure. The weight of
the remaining equipment (piping, heat pump's com-
pressor, packaging etc.) was considered to depend
on the waste stream flowrate. Three such relations
were employed:
1. We = 15 kg
2. Wc = 35 kg
3. Wc = (17x2-|-3x+15) kg
where x = waste flowrate/(33kg/day). For a nine
man crew the value of x does not exceed 1. In this
case, the constant weight estimate represents up-
per and lower values of the weight of the AE unit
estimated by the third formula.
The cost of the three competing technologies
(VCD, TIMES and AE) is shown as a function of
the duration of the mission for a nine man crew
in Figure 7. The mission duration affects the total
amount of power consumption and the equivalent
cost of the volume of the equipment. By observa-
tion it can be seen that depending on the length
of the mission different technologies may be more
attractive. The low specific energy characteristics
of VCD make it more attractive for long missions
while for shorter missions TIMES and AE demon-
strate lower values of the equivalent cost index. In
Figure 8, the effect of the weight estimate for the
AE unit is quantified. In particular, reducing the
weight to 15 kg the corresponding curve drops by a
constant amount. This change in the relative posi-
tion of the TIMES and AE curves (Figure 8) sug-
gests that use of AE is advantageous over use of
TIMES over a longer mission duration interval. For
the case of a three man crew the same calculations
were performed and are summarized in Figure 9.
Due to the lower feed flowrate to the corresponding
processes, TIMES is superior to VCD over a wider
mission duration interval. For the same reason, the
weight estimate chosen for AE has a greater effect
on the equivalent cost of the unit than it did in the
nine man crew case.
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Figure 7: Cost Dependence of Mission Length for 9-
Man Crew
The calculations described in the previous para-
graph provide significant insight in the process se-
lection procedure when only one technology is em-
ployed in the first step of the flowsheet under consid-
eration. However, there is another important alter-
native that need be explored: do schemes utilizing
more than one competing technologies in series or
in parallel achieve better performance than single
technology schemes? In this direction a hybrid sys-
tem of TIMES and VCD in parallel followed by an
MF unit was considered. The equivalent cost for the
overall system as a function of the feed fraction pro-
cessed through VCD for a nine man crew is shown
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Figure 8: Impact of Fixed Weight on System Cost for
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Figure 9: Variation of Cost with Mission Length for a
3-Man Crew
for different missions in Figure 10. One should no-
tice jump discontinuities near feed fraction values
equal to 0.0 and 1.0. This occurs since the exis-
tence of one unit is associated with a nonzero weight
and volume. For small mission durations this fact
prohibits the use of any hybrid system. As the du-
ration of the mission increases, the equivalent cost
curves show a minimum which for missions longer
than 48 months suggests that a hybrid system si-
multaneously utilizing VCD and TIMES in paral-
lel is advantageous from an equivalent cost point of
view over a single technology system.
Hybrid system calculations were also performed
in the case of TIMES and AE. Figure 11 depicts
the corresponding equivalent cost curves. The sen-
sitivity of the equivalent cost value to the selected
weight estimate for the AE unit is also shown in the
same Figure. In particular, when one employs the
quadratic correlation (Wc = 17i2 + 3i-M5) the cal-
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culations predict the existence of a minimum that
corresponds to a hybrid configuration.
CONCLUSION
In this paper, we have developed mathemati-
cal models for the design of optimal water recla-
mation systems for long-duration space missions.
These models were utilized in evaluating the per-
formance of individual water reclamation technolo-
gies. Two subsystems were also simultaneously op-
timized with regard to the multiple objectives of
volume, mass and power consumption. These ob-
jectives were quantified through an operational cost
which was a linear function of these objectives. The
optimization of the VCD and AE subsystems shows
that the appropriate choice of operating parameters
leads to significant improvements of each technol-
ogy.
It is then demonstrated that total mission cost
reductions can also be achieved by designing a water
reclamation system that consists of multiple tech-
nologies. An optimization problem is formulated
for this purpose based on the mathematical models
developed above. Two types of design techniques
were employed: heat integration and multiobjective
optimization. For heat integration, pinch analysis is
used to maximize heat recovery across three subsys-
tems. The results show up to 94% reduction in heat-
ing or cooling requirements over a non-integrated
design. Multiobjective optimization shows that con-
sidering a combination of technologies in the ECLSS
can lead to cost reductions for long-range missions.
This work suggests that many options, beyond
series and parallel configurations exist, for an overall
optimal water reclamation system. Hence, a sys-
tematic methodology, capable of searching for the
optimal flowsheet over all possible hybrid configu-
rations of such systems, needs to be developed. Re-
search efforts in that direction are currently under-
way.
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Nomenclature
= weight of system (g)
= power need for system (W)PT
VT = volume of system (m3)
Tm = duration of Use
Cw = cost per unit mass ($/g) = $10/g
Cp = cost of power ($/KW-hr)
= $210/KW-hr
Cv = cost per unit volume per time
($/m3-t) = 31,800/m3-month
F = molar flow rate of air
Xwo = mole fraction of water in air phase
at wick outlet
Xw = mole fraction of water in air phase
at wick inet
Xw0f= m°le fraction of saturated water
in air phase at wick inet
Tun = temperature of water in air phase
at wick inlet
Twia = saturation temperature of water
in air phase at wick inlet
Two = temperature of water in air phase
at wick outlet
Twot = saturation temperature of water
in air phase at wick outlet
Td = temperature of water in air phase
at condenser inlet
L = length of wick evaporator
Tfi = temperature of stream entering fan
Xho — mole fraction of water in air phase
at heater outlet
Qc = heat removal in condenser
Qg = heat removal in heater
fobj = objective function
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